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In July 2011, the Consortium Office presented a 2011 financing update to the Fund Council, 
which was based on information available at that time regarding the schedule of approval 
and implementation of CGIAR Research Programs (CRP).  There was even less certainty 
about non-restricted external financing from donors.  The paper noted that, traditionally, 
the CGIAR proposes a financing plan for the next calendar year approximately 6 months in 
advance – that  is, normally the July presentation would also serve as a plan for 2012.  Such 
a plan in the past was based on the existing/approved Medium Term Plan (MTP) for 
activities, and best-estimates of financing from all sources.  Construction of the financing 
plan normally was, therefore, a fairly well-understood exercise, because the harder work of 
defining the program boundaries and activities was already accomplished in the MTP-
development process – and this was done using conservative forecasts of probable future 
financing.  The traditional financing plan contained estimates that were quite well-
grounded, because large unexpected changes between years in both programs and sources 
of income were usually not encountered. 
 
However, the reform program moved away from the traditional MTP process with the 
introduction of CRP’s, and long-term planning embedded in them.  Because the 
implementation of the new programs has been developed over quite a long time period, 
with variable CRP starting dates, there has been a blend of traditional programming and 
the new CRP’s for many centers in 2011.  In other words, 2011 and 2012 are much more 
complex that the usual situation, not only because we have embraced the reform, but 
because we continue to straddle the old and the new business models and CGIAR system 
operating and financing processes. 
 
This document is for the Fund Council's information.  There are two parts to it: 
 an update of the 2011 resource landscape, both at the center and at the CRP level; 
 for 2012, a summary of the current funding estimate, the CRP financial demand, and 
the issues that will have to be resolved to come to a match of supply and demand. 
 
The paper does not focus on system unit budgets per se but makes an estimate of their 
costs for both 2011 and 2012 to have a complete picture of CGIAR budget requirements. 
 
PART 1:  2011 UPDATE 
 
The following are the data and information that were used in compiling the 2011 update: 
 Updated restricted funding estimates from centers as of the end of July 2011; 
 Disbursements (actual and in progress) from windows 1 and 2 in 2011 for stability 
financing, the CRPs, and genebanks; 
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 Estimated window 3 and bilateral unrestricted funding for 2011, based on 2010 
actual data, which is assumed to be at similar levels in 2011; 
 An estimate of system cost financial requirements from the Fund. 
 
At the center level, the financing information is a combination of their participation in 
operational CRPs, Challenge Programs, partner activity on CRPs, stability funding, 
unrestricted funding from window 3 and other bilateral sources, and restricted funds 
available for non-CRP programs. 
 
In 2011 the new financing structure for CRP’s is introduced.  In this document 
“unrestricted” is used to mean all funding sources other than bilateral/restricted grants.  
 
The estimated center financing for 2011 is $690 million, compared to funding of $641 
million in 2010 (this does not include centers’ earned income), as set out in table 1.  The 
summary does not include data for the sub-Saharan Africa Challenge Program or restricted 
funding for all CP - this information is not available.   
 
W3/bilal Genebanks Stability CRP Total unres Restricted TOTAL
Center unrestrict (W1) (W1) (W1-2) and W1-2 funding FUNDING
AfricaRice 2.7 0.3 0.0 11.0 14.0 18.0 32
Bioversity 3.2 0.8 7.3 5.0 16.3 23.7 40
CIAT 2.4 2.1 2.3 11.2 18.0 37.5 56
CIFOR 1.9 4.8 6.0 12.7 18.4 31
CIMMYT 2.0 0.9 4.4 9.4 16.6 56.7 73
CIP 4.0 3.0 3.9 1.6 12.5 23.0 35
ICARDA 2.3 1.0 6.7 1.8 11.8 24.7 37
ICRISAT 2.7 2.2 7.8 3.0 15.6 44.1 60
IFPRI 3.5 13.1 1.7 18.3 57.7 76
IITA 3.5 0.9 9.2 1.4 15.0 33.5 49
ILRI 3.8 0.8 10.6 4.5 19.7 15.9 36
IRRI 2.4 1.1 0.0 17.6 21.1 47.6 69
IWMI 1.6 7.0 2.8 11.4 23.2 35
WorldAgroforestry 3.4 3.5 8.6 15.4 29.0 44
WorldFish 1.7 3.3 3.0 8.0 10.8 19
Sub-total  41 13 84 89 227 464 690
Challenge Programs  1.5 0.0 11.4 0.0 13.0 13
Partners  0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 2.5 3
Total CGIAR  42 13 95 91 242 464 706




The total of unrestricted resources from non-window 1 and 2 sources is an estimate based 
on 2010 actual income, and remains to be verified (it also is an important factor in the 
stability funding model).  However, assuming it is broadly accurate, the total of such 
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unrestricted funds and the window 1-2 funding is $242 million in the table above, 
compared to unrestricted funding of $229 million in 2010. 
 
At the CRP level, the window 1-2 investment in CRP’s for 2011 has been calculated based 
on the budgeted amounts in the year 1 CRP proposals, calibrated to the number of months 
of operation, by center, and taking into account the initial implementation rate of 75% for 
the first three months of operation.   Table 2 shows the estimated CRP financing (by center 
and by CRP from window 1-2), and total restricted (project grant) sources, in 2011. 
 
Table 2: Estimated 2011 CRP funding, by center 
($ million) 
 
1.3 3.1 3.2 3.3 6 7 Total
AfricaRice 10.5 0.5 11.0
Bioversity 0.1 1.7 3.2 5.0
CIAT 0.2 4.0 0.0 7.0 11.2
CIFOR 5.6 0.4 6.0
CIMMYT 1.6 4.2 3.7 9.4
CIP 1.6 1.6
ICARDA 0.5 1.3 1.8
ICRISAT 3.0 3.0
IFPRI 1.7 1.7
IITA 0.7 0.7 1.4
ILRI 4.5 4.5
IRRI 16.9 0.6 17.6
IWMI 0.1 2.7 2.8
ICRAF 3.8 4.8 8.6
WF 2.7 0.4 3.0
Partners 0.8 0.3 1.4 2.5
W 1-2 3.9 2.4 6.2 31.4 11.1 36.2 91 41%
Restricted 2.2 3.5 21.9 66.9 19.8 17.2 131 59%
TOTAL 6.1 5.9 28.1 98.3 30.9 53.4 223 100%  
 
The investment in CRPs indicates a robust beginning of the shift to a program orientation, 
even in the transition period of the reform.
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PART 2:  2012 ESTIMATES AND ISSUES 
 
A definitive financing plan for 2012 is not possible at this time for a number of reasons.  
This document is therefore an update of the CRP budgets, an estimate of possible financing, 
and the identification of issues and approaches to resolve a mismatch of demand and 
supply for window 1-2 resources in 2012.  The remainder of this paper is organized as 
follows: 
 
1. The funding estimates for 2012; 
2. The CRP and other resource demands for 2012; 
3. The funding gap that results from the expected income and the CRP budgets; 
4. The proposed next steps to match the demand with the supply of funds. 
 
Funding Estimate 
With the creation of the CGIAR Fund, the revenue streams are much more complex than in 
the past.  And with the additional complication of a program structure that has taken over a 
year to develop, and which will probably not be fully implemented even on January 1, 2012, 
the difficulties are compounded.  The sources and uses in income for 2012 are: 
 
CGIAR Fund 
 Window 1: for system costs, CRPs, and other and programs (e.g. genebanks, stability 
funding and possible other activities), as allocated by the Fund Council; 
 Window 2: for specific CRPs as selected by the donor, but with no further attribution 
to specific activities or CRP components; 
 Window 3: directly from donors for centers, and may be institutional funding with 
no further attribution, or restricted to some program activity including CRPs; 
 
Bilateral Funds 
 Funds available for research based on a contract between a center and a donor, 
which may be a short-term or a longer-term commitment.  It is expected that the 
majority of such bilateral funds will become components of existing CRPs.  In 2009 
and 2010 restricted funds as a share of total program funding for centers was 66%, 
and from table 1 we see it will be about the same in 2011. 
 There is also an amount of unrestricted funding from outside the fund, although this 
is difficult to predict since some of it may now be window 3 resources. 
 
Earned Income 
 All centers generate some revenue through investment of cash balances (though in 
some cases such revenue must be credited to specific program activity), sale of 
obsolete assets, sale of farm produce or other products, consultancy or other 
contract services, etc.  With very low investment returns at present, it is expected 
that earned income will not be a significant source of unrestricted cash. 
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Overhead recovered from restricted grants is not listed as an income source here because 
conceptually it is an offset of a specific cost, and it is already counted in the source grants. 
 
Table 3 is an estimate of CGIAR Fund resources in 2011 and 2012.  The 2011 values are as 
of late October, and receipts and pledges are combined.  For 2012, known or anticipated 
decisions and allocations are estimated, which includes a line labelled “brought forward”.  
This is the currently-estimated amount in excess of uses in the calendar year 2011. 
 
2011 2012
Brought forward 12.4 79.4
Window 1 193.8
Window 2 51.7
Probable additional W1-2 14.7
Windows 1-2 241.8
Sub-total W1-2  273 321
Window 3 67.8 unknown
Provisional 7.5 unknown
Total Fund  348 unknown
Table 3: CGIAR Fund Estimates for 2011-2012
(net of 2% CSP)
 
 
In mid-2011, the Consortium Office obtained centers’ estimates of bilateral funding 
including how this would be allocated to CRP’s for 2012, and is shown in table 4.   
 
Memo
Confirmed Probable $ % 2011 estimate
CRP 1.1 Production systems for dry areas 14.3 2.4 16.8 5%
CRP 1.2 Integrated sys for the humid tropics 11.8 9.4 21.2 6%
CRP 1.3 Aquatic agricultural systems 4.7 1.6 6.3 2%
CRP 2 Policies, institutions, & markets 32.5 10.4 43.0 13%
CRP 3.1 WHEAT 6.9 0.0 6.9 2%
CRP 3.2 MAIZE 17.7 1.0 18.6 5%
CRP 3.3 GRiSP: a global rice partnership 35.2 12.4 47.6 14%
CRP 3.4 Roots tubers and bananas 14.2 8.4 22.6 7%
CRP 3.5 Grain legumes 11.3 2.3 13.6 4%
CRP 3.6 Dryland cereals 9.0 4.2 13.2 4%
CRP 3.7 Meat, milk, and fish 5.3 6.7 12.0 4%
CRP 4 Nutrition & health 25.3 6.7 32.0 9%
CRP 5 Water, land, and ecosystems 30.8 3.1 34.0 10%
CRP 6 Forest and trees 27.0 10.2 37.2 11%
CRP 7 CCAFS 7.9 6.0 13.9 4%
Other 0.9 0.1 1.0 0%
TOTALS  255 85 340 100% 464
TOTAL Potential Grand Total
CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs)
Table 4: Estimated Restricted Funding for CGIAR Programs in 2012
($ million)
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The information in table 4 is preliminary and probably an under-estimate based on 
historical performance, as this is a big reduction from the 2011 level of $464 million. 
 
Some heretofore bilateral funds to centers may be shifting to become window 2 support for 
CRP’s, and it also is possible that during the reform process especially in 2010 and 2011 
less time has been available to raise grant funds than in the past, however. 
 
To sum up, the possible total resources for the CGIAR system in 2012 are as follows: 
 
CGIAR Fund, windows 1-2 (from table 3)   $321 million 
CGIAR Fund Window 3 (a conservative estimate):      50 million  
Other bilateral unrestricted funds:         20 million 
Restricted grants outside the Fund:     340 million 
       TOTAL            $731 million 
 
In the discussion that follows, we will focus mainly on the Window 1-2 estimates and 
requirements, as this is the element that is an annual contribution and is not a bilateral 
negotiation between CRP lead centers and donors.  In the case of window 1 funds, it is also 
a requirement that the Fund Council decides the allocation, on recommendation from the 
Consortium Board. 
 
Estimated Financing Requirements for 2012 
In terms of precision for 2012, the following points are noted: 
 
 The start dates for the remaining CRP’s to be considered by the Fund Council are 
notionally taken as January 1, 2012.  But based on how the approval process has 
been extended in 2011 for many CRP’s, it is possible that there will be slippage for at 
least a few of the remaining CRP’s, such that they may not start operating until later 
in 2012.  Thus, it appears that we may have to consider for 2012 an extension of the 
2011 stability funding model, albeit on a much-reduced scale; 
 Even extending the year 1 window 1-2 requirements for the whole portfolio (i.e. not 
adopting the year 2 CRP budget levels for window 1-2 income) exceeds the funds 
that are going to be available.  Therefore, we must find an acceptable method of 
reducing the overall demand. 
 Having said this, it is notable that resources overall are significantly increased over 
prior years.  In other words, the need to reduce budgets is from an greatly 
expanded demand, not from an extension of the historical resource level; 
 There are obvious budgeting artefacts in year 2 of the CRP’s.  This results mainly 
from the need to meet a “bottom line” in terms of income for the CRP in outer years, 
when restricted funding is shown only at existing grant budget levels.  In other 
words, as the bilateral side of the ledger shrinks, the window 1-2 side has to expand 
to fill the vacuum in order to satisfy a total budget target.  The year 2 level requested 
by the lead centers was in excess of $500 million.  Accordingly, the Consortium 
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Board is initially going to adopt the year 1 numbers for planning purposes also for 
year 2, since it is clear that to do otherwise would not make sense.  In the longer 
term, it is going to be necessary to re-calibrate the CRP budgets to fit a logical and 
predictable funding trajectory.  This will be discussed later in this paper. 
 
Notwithstanding the last comment above, a theoretical CRP requirement for 2012 is shown 
in table 5.  The values for window 1-2 are based on the starting dates and calculated splits 
between years 1 and 2, and follow the budgets as proposed in approved and pending CRP’s.  
These are not the actual values that will be seen by just reviewing the budgets of the CRP’s, 
because they straddle two years in some cases.  But the total of $400 million is significantly 
higher than any plausible scenario for window 1-2 income in 2012.  It compares to the year 
1 full CRP window 1-2 demand of $340 million, itself not a level that can be realized.  If we 
add to it the probable window 3 and bilateral unrestricted funds, and the genebank 
budgets (also financed through window 1), the total program amount in year one terms 
would be about $400 million, or exactly double the 2010 unrestricted funding.  In year 2 it 
would be more like $455 million. 
 
July est
Period From 2011 From 2012 Total Bilateral TOTAL
1.1 12 mo yr 1 19.0 19.0 17.3 36
1.2 12 mo yr 1 19.5 19.5 24.3 44
1.3 6 mo yr 1 + 6 mo yr 2 4.4 5.3 9.7 9.2 19
2 12 mo yr 1 30.3 30.3 40.2 71
3.1 9 mo yr 1 + 3 mo yr 2 9.7 3.4 13.2 24.3 37
3.2 6 mo yr 1 + 6 mo yr 2 7.1 7.4 14.5 41.8 56
3.3 12 mo yr 2 76.0 76.0 32.7 109
3.4 12 mo yr 1 38.4 38.4 15.0 53
3.5 12 mo yr 1 18.8 18.8 14.6 33
3.6 12 mo yr 1 8.8 8.8 9.6 18
3.7 12 mo yr 1 10.3 10.3 21.9 32
4 12 mo yr 1 17.2 17.2 30.6 48
5 12 mo yr 1 40.4 40.4 27.9 68
6 6 mo yr 1 + 6 mo yr 2 12.7 15.3 28.0 47.9 76
7 12 mo yr 2 56.1 56.1 15.0 71
TOTAL  237 163 400 372 772
W1-2 budgets for 2012
Table 5: Theoretical W1-2 Requirement - adjusted ($ million)
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There is not sufficient funding for a CRP budget of $400 million, and do it must be reduced.  
In addition, there are also stability funds, genebanks, and system costs to pay for from 
window 1. 
 
One way to approach the problem is to determine what is a plausible fund level that can be 
a “bottom line” for the CRP budgets.  This requires using the income estimate from table 3, 




System costs (gross) 15.0
less : CSP from Fund income 4.9
= net system cost 10.1
Genebanks 15.0
Stability Funds 20.0
To carry forward (reserve) 30.0
Sub-total 75.1
= balance for CGIAR Research Programs 246
Table 6: Possible Uses of W1-2 Funds in 2012
 
 
Obviously, the above is an estimate, and figures are rounded for convenience.  Assumptions 
are the following: 
1. The system cost will be higher than in 2011 because prior funds (such as the Change 
Initiative Fund balance – CIF) are no longer available, there is GCARD to finance, etc.   
For simplicity, we assume only the CGIAR Fund is a source of the CSP. 
2. The genebank budget will be higher than in 2011 because the World Agroforestry 
Center genebank will be included, and an inflation factor will be added to the total. 
However, the one-off costs will be deferred again and not budgeted for 2012. 
3. Because it is likely that a number of CRPs will not be operational on January 1, and 
because there is a continuing need to support the Generation Challenge Program we 
estimate that up to $20 million may be again required as a safety net in 2012. 
4. It will be for the Fund Council to decide, but we assume that the Fund will desire to 
maintain a cash balance, and so this is programmed for 2012.  The cash balance is 
identified as “brought forward” in 2011 and 2012 in table 3. 
 
Therefore, starting with a assumed availability of some $320 million, the CRPs could safely 
plan on resources of about $245 million in 2012.  If this is realized, the total availability for 
CRPs and centers in 2012 would be over $690 million, as follows: 
 
CRPs from window 1-2   $ 246 million 
Restricted (grant) funds   $ 340 million 
Genebanks     $   15 million 
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Stability funds    $   20 million 
Window 3 funds    $   50 million 
Bilateral unrestricted funds   $   20 million 
     TOTAL $ 691 million 
 
The difference from the figure above and the total in table 3 is the net system cost ($10 
million) and the balance to bring forward ($30 million).  The estimated total from above 
that can be equated to prior unrestricted funds is approximately $320 million, which is an 
increase of 60% over 2010 core income from donors. 
 
Reconciling Demand and Supply in 2012 
As earlier noted, the Consortium Board believes that the most responsible way forward is 
to use the year 1 CRP budget levels for all calculations of 2012 requirements.  Ultimately, it 
will be necessary to re-calibrate and harmonize the resource requirements for all CRPs, but 
the immediate requirement is to find a fair and workable formula for CRP operations in 
2012, since the window 1 and 2 income is so critical to the activities.  These are the main 
resources that the donors have direct control over in terms of allocation to CRP’s (it is also 
possible for a donor to allocate window 3 funds to specific activities). 
 
Table 7 is a recapitulation of the year 1 budgets for all CRPs. 
 
W3 and W1-2 as
CRP CRP Title W1-2 Bilateral TOTAL % total
1.1 Dry areas systems 19.0 18.4 37.4 51%
1.2 Humid tropics 19.5 26.8 46.3 42%
1.3 Aquatic systems 8.9 8.4 17.3 51%
2 Policies 30.3 51.6 81.9 37%
3.1 WHEAT 13.0 23.1 36.1 36%
3.2 MAIZE 14.2 39.8 54.0 26%
3.3 GRiSP 34.9 60.4 95.3 37%
3.4 Roots, tubers, bananas 38.4 20.0 58.4 66%
3.5 Grain legumes 18.8 18.6 37.4 50%
3.6 Dryland cereals 8.8 13.3 22.1 40%
3.7 Meat/milk/fish 10.3 19.4 29.7 35%
4 Nutrition 17.2 41.6 58.8 29%
5 Water/land/ecosystems 40.4 35.8 76.1 53%
6 Forests 25.4 44.8 70.2 36%
7 CCAFS 41.4 21.8 63.2 66%
TOTAL  340 444 784 43%
Table 7: Year 1 funding plans for CRPs
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While the window 3 and bilateral total of $444 million appears higher than the current 
estimate of restricted funding for 2012, we believe that eventually the real availability of 
non-window 1 and 2 resources will come close to this level in 2012.  The estimate of $340 
million for grant funds was made in mid-year 2011, and may have been lower than usual 
because of uncertainties of donor intentions with respect to window 3.  The estimate was 
also made about 6 months before a similar one in 2010, which predicted exactly the level of 
restricted funds expected for 2011 – about $445 million. 
 
So, the task is to shoehorn a total demand of $340 million into a likely (conservative) 
estimate of $245 million to be available from windows 1 and 2.  The Consortium Board 
believes that this reduction should be done as mechanically as possible, avoiding for the 
moment a strategic and prioritization review on the whole CRP portfolio, since it is obvious 
that it is too soon for such an action – only 6 CRPs are even operational at present.  The two 
steps that are proposed as initial corrective actions are: 
 
1. To identify what were “funding gaps” in the original proposals.  The instructions 
were to maintain a growth level of 5% from 2010 operations, so to the degree that it 
is possible to discern where there was a clear excess demand against this metric, the 
funds are reduced accordingly.  The “gap” is conservatively estimated to be $80 
million.  This does not explain the full increase from the level that would have been 
obtained, since there was new growth intentionally engineered into some activities. 
2. To reduce the level of window 1-2 funds to a standard 30% of the total CRP budget 
requirement.  It is not an accident that the figure of 30% was used, because it gets 
the total down to a reasonably possible level.  But it also is roughly the share of 
unrestricted funding in recent years in the CGIAR programs. 
 
Table 8 shows the result of these two steps, but does not disclose the CRP-level details 
because there are some problems that need to be resolved, and these need additional 
attention without causing undo alarm at the center level, where this paper may be 
reviewed out of context or with insufficient comparative information. 
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Original Revised Revised %: Then, $ Second
W1-2 Gap Budget W1-2 / total to 30% Revision
1.1 Dry areas systems 19.0 0.5 18.5 49.4% (7.3) 11.2
1.2 Humid tropics 19.5 1.6 17.9 38.6% (4.0) 13.9
1.3 Aquatic systems 8.9 5.0 3.9 21.1% 1.7 5.6
2 Policies 30.3 5.2 25.1 30.7% (0.5) 24.6
3.1 WHEAT 13.0 0.0 13.0 35.5% (2.0) 11.0
3.2 MAIZE 14.2 0.0 14.2 25.6% 2.5 16.7
3.3 GRiSP 34.9 2.3 32.5 29.9% 0.1 32.6
3.4 Roots, tubers, bananas 38.4 19.4 19.0 32.5% (1.5) 17.5
3.5 Grain legumes 18.8 1.1 17.7 47.3% (6.5) 11.2
3.6 Dryland cereals 8.8 1.7 7.1 32.3% (0.5) 6.6
3.7 Meat/milk/fish 10.3 1.1 9.2 30.9% (0.3) 8.9
4 Nutrition 17.2 1.6 15.6 26.5% 2.1 17.6
5 Water/land/ecosystems 40.4 18.3 22.0 28.9% 0.8 22.8
6 Forests 25.4 2.6 22.9 30.8% 1.1 23.9
7 CCAFS 41.4 19.7 21.7 30.5% (0.4) 21.3
TOTAL  340 (80) 260 33% (15) 245
Core +  Genebanks 15





From year 1 budgets (W1-2)
Table 8: Overall result of mechanical adjustments to CRP budgets
 
 
To the degree possible, the Board objective will be to propose a final allocation that: 
 
1. Maintains the integrity of the on-going CRPs, but does not unfairly penalize the rest 
of the portfolio as a consequence of the implementation timetable.  This has been a 
declared policy of the Board especially with respect to the fast-tracked CRPs, which 
will have been operational for a full year before nine others even start; 
2. Does not reduce any CRP budget level for W1-2 funds below the point where the 
activity does not at least approximate the original work plan; 
3. Takes into account additional funds from sources not envisaged originally, including 
window 3 income for CRPs; 
4. Does not permit individual CRP over-reliance on window 1-2 funds as a share of the 
total budget, to the detriment of the rest of the portfolio; 
5. Does not cause avoidable institutional or contractual problems at the center level.  
 
On the last point above, it has been known from the beginning of the approval process that 
the CRP budgets were going to be larger than the probable income, at least in the first 
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couple of years, so the Consortium Board is confident that center planners will have taken 
this into account in their resource calculations and contracts to date. 
 
Implications and Next Steps 
There are two levels of action needed.  The first obviously is to determine for the Fund 
Council what is a proposed resource distribution from the CGIAR Fund for CRPs in 2012. 
The second action is to harmonize the portfolio which probably will require a strategic 
review of all CRPs.  This can only be done when all programs are approved, and the results 
of the review would be targeted for implementation in 2013.  Until then, we work with the 
existing programs, modified to fit the resources at hand. 
 
Finally, there is the possibility that funding will be much higher than currently forecast.  
This was the intention of the reform, and hopefully in 2012 we will have a much better 
long-term income forecast.  For this reason, the harmonization exercise should begin not 
before mid-2012. 
 
Immediate Actions – a budget for 2012 
1. Complete the budget review that was undertaken in a preliminary way following the 
CGIAR center Corporate Services Executives meeting in Washington DC in late 
September.  This review will review all the allocations in the budgeting process and 
identify all financing gaps and intended growth budgets – in short it will do what 
would have been desirable had all the CRPs been developed at the same time.  It is 
necessary that all CRP budgets start with the same assumptions and procedures; 
2. Review the budgets for management structures and overhead calculations to ensure 
that the same standards and approaches are employed in the different CRPs; 
3. Review the latest update of restricted funding including the need to determine 
which funding that has been so restricted in the past will covert to window 1 or 2 
resources in the future; 
4. Obtain information from window 3 donors as to their intentions with respect to CRP 
investments, where this is not clear. 
 
In these actions, the Consortium Office will consult widely with center officials – both lead 
center budget designers and Directors General for issues of equity and fairness should it 
emerge that even a deep technical review at the mechanical and procedural level does not 
satisfactorily yield the formula that will result in a portfolio level satisfactory to all parties 
under the circumstances. 
 
The Consortium Board is of the strong opinion that across-the-board reductions are not the 
best way to determine the 2012 budget, but does believe that a satisfactory interim 
solution can be found without a strategic re-alignment, which the Board considers 
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Long-Term Harmonization 
The need to align all CRPs on a calendar year budget cycle is one issue leading to the need 
for broad harmonization.  Second, as noted above, as we review all the CRP 
documentation, both financial and other, we note large differences in terminology and 
approaches to structure, including accounting treatments for such elements as overhead 
recovery, which when aggregated for the whole system, amount to large values.   Different 
lead centers have used variable terminology for indicators of achievement, there are 
variable approaches to management structures, how the system cost is to be budgeted and 
accounted for, and other issues.  Annex 1 is a short extract from a larger paper drafted for 
discussion with the Board, centers and the Fund Office. 
 
However, holding the programs to the year 1 budget level and extrapolating from there, 
past 2012, will not be satisfactory for the long-term of the CGIAR portfolio.  Obviously, it is 
clear that since the centers were comfortable developing scenarios well above the current 
level of income that great opportunity exists for growth of activity.  In order to ensure that 
the best growth is achieved, it seems clear that some strategic decisions must be made 
before the long-term budgets are finalized. 
 
Once the full set of CRPs is approved and operational, it will be possible to start the process 
of reviewing the programs and aligning the priorities with the SRF in a way that was not 
possible piece-meal in 2010 and 2011. 
 
There obviously are implications to this long-range plan. For one thing, there are contracts 
already signed, and more to come, and these already are not fully relevant past the first 
year of operation.  The reasons for this are because in the budgeting process, the demand 
for window 1 and 2 funds is artificially inflated once existing restricted projects end, unless 
we can envisage a wholesale conversion of restricted grant funding to turn into CGIAR 
Fund resources.  It probably is going to be necessary to have a whole-scale re-processing of 
contracts, with more meaningful long-term window 1 and 2 funding projections. 
 
Timetable 
The Consortium Board will recommend a 2012 CRP budget for Fund Council approval in 
the FC March 2012. 
 
The Consortium Board will develop specific plans and a firm timetable for the deeper 
strategic review of the portfolio, when it meeting in February, 2012. 
 





Proposal to Harmonize Certain Elements of CRP Structure 
 
Financial Years 
Lead centers will need to review their existing work plans and budgets, so that they can be 
translated into the appropriate calendar years.  The magnitude of this exercise will 
probably vary greatly between the CRP’s, depending on what “shifts” are involved.  The 
timing of the exercise will need to be agreed between the CO and the Lead Centers, but it is 
anticipated that it should be complete by mid-2012.  
 
The reporting cycle must be based on the calendar year, with full reports presented for the 
12 months to 31 December 2012.  For the CO, there will also be a reporting requirement for 
the period to 30 June, but that will be less demanding than the annual reports.  The Lead 
Centers will specify their own reporting requirements to their partners. 
 
Budgetary Policies 
There are many inconsistencies in the CRP budgets re: accounting policies.  These include 
treatment of overhead, pass-through funds, bilateral funding, and the 2% Cost-Sharing 
Percentage (CSP), and these can result in some inequity between centers.  These will not be 
easy issues to resolve, but the CO will work with the CSE group with the aim to issue 
guidelines that should allow standard treatment. 
 
Other aspects 
The CO has received several enquiries about changing CRP budgets (shifting from one 
partner to another, moving budget amounts from one activity to another, etc).  This re-
alignment exercise will provide Lead Centers and Partners an opportunity to make such 
shifts, within the overall approved amounts. 
 
Approval 
This exercise will be managed by each Lead Center, within the Governance structure of 
each CRP. 
 
In principle, it is seen as a re-alignment of budgets and work plans and nomenclature, 
staying very faithful to the substance of the original approved CRP.  Nevertheless, it will be 
a change from the original proposals which are part of the PIA (Performance 
Implementation Agreement), so it is probably necessary to have the re-alignments 
endorsed formally by the Consortium Office and the Fund Council. 
 
